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Abstract 
This paper studies the influence of Writing RoadmapTM 2.0 (WRM) and teacher grading on student A and Student B 
respectively. By comparing the grades of pre-tests of both students, we found that, in the post-test essays, student A 
demonstrated much achievement in word choice, fluency and conventions while student B showed little improvement 
in these three dimensions. Compared with student B, student A’s essay was superior to that of student B in the above 
three dimensions as well. The comparative research indicates that the feedback given by the WRM helped student A 
improve his writing proficiency effectively, especially in word choice, syntax, spelling and grammar. But the system 
couldn’t provide student A with enough feedback and revision suggestions on ideas and contents as well as 
organization. On the contrary, the global scoring adopted by the teacher could only provide student B with limited 
feedback, thus was of little help to improve his writing quality. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of Harbin University 
of Science and Technology 
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1. Introduction  
Although it is widely agreed that writing is an effective method to measure a student’s English 
proficiency, in Chinese college English teaching, writing fails to deserve adequate attention. Besides, 
although many English teachers realize that it is important to integrate reading into writing and often 
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require students to do writing practice, it seems that students don’t achieve satisfying improvement in 
their writing proficiency. We believe that one of the reasons is that the students don’t get useful feedback 
from their teachers. In addition, while grading, teachers usually offer a global scoring for each student 
according to the scoring criteria in College English Test 4 (CET-4) in China. Some teachers only point out 
the language-formed errors such as grammar, spelling, and word choice. However, a majority of students 
just glance at their scores while few of them will do the certain error correction. Meanwhile, in China, 
there are more than 60 students in most English classes, and the English teachers usually have to face 3 to 
5 such classes each semester, which means that they can hardly offer individualized attention to students’ 
writing under such classroom conditions. As a result, teachers are unable to offer their students enough 
opportunities to practice English writing, let alone feedback. 
2. Feedback and English writing 
Feedback is information about the gap between the actual level and the reference level of a system 
parameter which is used to alter the gap in some way [1]. It is widely seen in education as crucial for 
encouraging and consolidating learning [2] [3]. Some researchers hold the belief that effective and 
immediate feedback has a positive impact on L2 students’ writings [4]. Hyland [5] insists that even the 
minimal marking, such as underlining the errors, or indicating the error kinds, is of great use to improve 
the students’ language capability and self-correction ability. Besides, it has been proved that L2 student 
writers will eliminate more language errors, improve the language accuracy and fluency over time with 
effective feedback from their teachers [6] [7] [8]. 
2.1. Teacher Feedback 
In China, writing teaching is only a part of integrated course. After finishing a unit, teachers usually 
assign the writing task and require their students to finish, and then to hand in. A majority of teachers 
adopt global scoring criteria to grade the essays with only scores. Then after a couple of weeks, they give 
the graded essays back to the students and do a general comment on the writing of the whole class while 
neglecting the specific errors shown by individual students, as is shown in Figure 1. 
Figure 1: Student writing—teacher grading 
From the above chart, we can see that students don’t get any instruction from their teachers in the 
process of writing. What they get is only the summative feedback from their teachers. Besides, teachers 
generally adopt global scoring and pay more attention to form-focused feedback, like grammar, spelling, 
word choice, than content-focused feedback, like ideas, content and organization. When the teachers 
comment on the essays, they only concentrate on the whole class rather than the individual student. In 
short, teacher feedback is not instant and effective enough to help the students improve their writing 
proficiency in later assignments.  
2.2. Feedback from Automated Evaluation System 
Teacher: assign writing task Students: finish writing 
Teacher: mark 
the essays
Teacher: give back the 
graded essays and offer 
general comment
score globally 
point out some 
language errors
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Automated evaluation system provides student writers with continual practice and automatic feedback 
throughout the writing process. After submitting their essays, students can get feedback in the following 
three aspects: scoring feedback, narrative feedback, instructional feedback. Generally speaking, students 
are accessible to formative feedback, diagnostic feedback and summative feedback, which guide them 
through each step of the writing process. 
2.3. Comparison between Feedback from Teachers and WRM 2.0 
Comparing feedback from teachers and WRM 2.0, we find that there exists some difference. First, as 
far as scoring method is concerned, teachers adopt global scoring and provide only a final score, while 
WRM provides a holistic score that measures the overall quality of the writing and six analytic scores that 
measure individual writing characteristics. As Weigle [9] mentions, global scoring is too general to 
provide detailed diagnostic feedback for the teachers to better their teaching processes. Second, teachers 
can only focus on summative feedback, designed to evaluate writing as a product, but WRM provides not 
only summative feedback, but also formative feedback and diagnostic feedback, which point forward to 
the students’ development of writing process. Third, teacher feedback is provided after a couple of weeks, 
while automated feedback is done immediately after essays are finished on WRM. 
This study aims to find out the different influence on students’ writing proficiency, brought by teacher 
feedback and WRM 2.0. It lasts a semester and intends to address two research questions:  
1) Does WRM have positive influence on the student’s self-writing ability? 
2) Does teacher’s global scoring have positive influence on the student’s writing quality? 
3. Design and Methodology 
3.1. Subjects 
Two freshmen, non-English majors and taught by the same teacher though in different classes, were 
selected as the subjects. They were matched to each other at the very beginning of this study. Student A 
finished his writings on WRM and revised his jobs continually until he was satisfied online, while student 
B got summative feedback from his teacher.  
3.2. Observational procedures 
Both students were required to take pre-test and post-test writings on WRM within 30 minutes, which 
were held at the very beginning and the end of semester respectively. After finishing their writings, they 
were asked to submit immediately. By comparing their grades of pre-tests and post-tests, we focused on 
their scores in the holistic and six analytic writing dimensions: Ideas And Content, Organization, Voice, 
Word Choice, Fluency and Conventions, all of which range from 0 to 5 in scoring.  
3.3. Data Collection and Analysis 
As is shown in Table 1, it seems that both students showed similar writing proficiency in the holistic 
and three writing dimensions, including Word Choice, Fluency and Conventions. Meanwhile, their scores 
in other writing dimensions, like Ideas And Content, Organization and Voice, were also very close. In 
addition, student B did better than student A in Ideas And Content and Organization, while student A 
achieved a little higher score than student B in Voice. Generally speaking, from the pre-test writing, both 
of them didn’t seem to show any statistic difference in their writing proficiency.  
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Table 1. Scores in the pre-test writing 
Student  Ideas And content Organization Voice Word choice Fluency Conventions Holistic  
Student A  3.4 3.2 3.5 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 
Student B 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 
On the other hand, it seems that for the same writing jobs but different feedback resources, there 
appeared some differences in the two samples’ achievements in the post-test writing, as is shown in Table 
2, Table 3 and Table 4. 
Table 2. Student A’s scores in pre-test and post-test writings 
Test Ideas And content Organization Voice Word choice Fluency Conventions Holistic 
Pre-test  3.4 3.2 3.5 3.0  2.9 3.0  3.1 
Post-test 3.4 3.3 3.5 4.0  3.7 4.2 3.7  
By comparing his feedback in pre-test and post-test writings, we find that student A improved his 
overall writing proficiency. Besides, he got significant improvement in three writing dimensions. But he 
showed unsatisfying achievement in Ideas And Content, Organization and Voice. It seems that student A 
could apply the diagnostic feedback and suggestions to self-correction and self-revision effectively. 
What’s more, it also illustrated that student A could do the self-writing as far as he got instant feedback. 
But unfortunately, he could only get general feedback on Ideas and Content, Organization and Voice, thus 
he was confused about how to make improvement in those aspects. 
Table 3. Student  B’s scores in pre-test and post-test writings 
Test Ideas And content Organization Voice Word choice Fluency Conventions Holistic 
Pre-test 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.1 
Post-test 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.2 
Table 3 shows that student B showed very little improvement in holistic and four writing dimensions, 
including Organization, Voice, Fluency and Conventions. He only achieved more in Word Choice. Maybe 
this was due to English learning during the whole semester. It seemed that if the student only got a global 
scoring without any other diagnostic feedback to his writings, or even the error feedback, he could not 
improve his overall writing quality effectively in the long run. 
From Table 4, we found that in the post-tests, student A seemed to show much better achievement than 
student B in the holistic and three writing dimensions, including Word Choice, Fluency and Conventions. 
But as far as Ideas And Content and Voice were concerned, they did not show any statistic difference.  
Table 4. Scores in the post-test writing 
Student Ideas And content Organization Voice Word choice Fluency Conventions Holistic 
Student A 3.4 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.7 4.2 3.7 
Student B 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.0 3.2 3.2 
4. Findings and discussions 
Compared with teacher grading, WRM was a useful tool to have a more positive influence on the 
student’s overall writing proficiency. By reading the formative feedback, diagnostic feedback and 
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summative feedback provided by WRM, the student could do self-correction and self-revision effectively, 
which meant that he might have the ability to do self-writing on WRM and improve his writing 
proficiency step by step. But unfortunately, as is shown in Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4, student A did 
better than student B in three writing dimensions: Word Choice, Fluency and Conventions, but failed to 
do a satisfying job in another three writing dimensions: Ideas And Content, Organization and Voice, 
which meant that he seemed to have the ability to correct the language errors but solve few content 
problems. 
This comparative study shows that WRM provides students continual writing practice and instant 
feedback, which helps them know their strengths and areas for improvement in six analytic dimensions. 
Besides, in the process of writing and revising, students could turn to instructional feedback on demand 
continuously. Thus, it seems to have positive influence on the student’s self-writing ability. This study 
confirms the findings in Elliot & Mikulas [10], Hoon [11]. However, WRM fails to offer adequate 
feedback and writing advice on content and organization, which indicates that teachers should co-help 
their students to improve these writing aspects. On the contrary, the global scoring provided by the teacher 
seems to have little positive influence on the student’s writing quality. 
5. Conclusion 
This study takes only two students as subjects and thus more case studies should be conducted to check 
whether WRM has a positive impact on L2 students’ writing proficiency and self-writing ability in the 
long run.   
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